The type material of Coccinellidae described by F.W. Hope and by E. Mulsant from the collections of F.W. Hope and J.O. Westwood is reviewed. Lectotypes for Hope's species are designated (with a single exception) from material in the British Museum (Natural History). The majority oflectotypes for Mulsant's species described from Hope's and Westwood's material is located in the Hope Entomological Collections, University Museum, Oxford. The identity of a species is discussed where confusion concerning a name has occurred in the past, or where the current interpretation differs from the original description or type material. Brachiacantha bipartita Mulsant is resurrected from synonymy with B. 
INTRODUCTION
The Hope Entomological Collections originate from the Deed of Gift executed by F.W. Hope in 1849, presenting his entomological and other collections to the University of Oxford. J.O. Westwood's collections were subsequently purchased by Hope and presented to the University in 1857, and the collections have been added to continually ever since. A very full and illuminating account of the history of the Collections is ably presented in a recent book by Audrey Smith (1986) . Both Hope and Westwood received specimens from collectors throughout the world, and exchanged specimens with contemporary authors such as Chevrolat, Gebler, Germar, Guerin-Meneville and Mannerheim, to name but a few.
For the Coccinellidae in particular, the historic importance of the collections is due to E. Mulsant who described many new species from both Hope's and Westwood's collections in his world monograph 'Species des coleopteres trimères securipalpes' (Mulsant 1850) . Hope himself described 17 species of Coccinellidae (excluding 2 species of Chrysomelidae described under Coccinella) from the collections of Major-General T. Hardwicke (Hope 1831 ) and 3 species from China (collected by Dr T.E. Cantor) in the collections of the East India Company Museum (Hope 1843 ). Hardwicke's collection was bequeathed to the British Museum, arriving there on 9th April 1835. Crotch (1874) and most subsequent authors have accepted the specimens now in the British Museum (Natural History) (BMNH) as being the 'types'. Hope, however, undoubtedly retained some syntypes for his own collection. Syntypic material from the Indian Museum came to the British Museum in 1879. As far as we know, Westwood did not describe any new species of Coccinellidae.
Since 1850, very few new species of Coccinellidae have been described from Oxford Museum specimens, but some type material has been acquired with other collections. A single post-Mulsant 19th century species name, Brachiacantha fenestrata Gorham, is dealt with in the following list. One source of syntype material which we have not studied is the portion of the T.V. Wollaston collection now in Oxford. The primary selection of Wollaston's material (including holotypes and potential lectotypes) is in the BMNH, but there are large amounts of material in both Oxford and Cambridge, containing many duplicate syntypes (M.E. Bacchus pers. comm. ; Smith 1986 ).
This study was initiated following a visit by the first author to the Hope Entomological Collections, Oxford University Museum, when it was discovered that there were syntypes and holotypes remaining unrecognised in the general coccinellid collection. In 1938/39, the readily recognisable 'types' of the majority of species were moved to a special type collection for better security and safety. These were later catalogued on a card index and therefore available for study. Those remaining in the general collection were often not readily recognisable and were effectively lost to outside workers.
Recognition of Mulsant determined material
Many Coccinellidae from Hope's and Westwood's collections bear small yellow rectangular labels with a printed number. Similar yellow labels can also be found on some Paris Museum and University of Cambridge Crotch Collection (UCCC) material. During the course of our work it became obvious that these numbers were attached to one specimen in a series determined to species by Mulsant.
All specimens from Westwood's collection are immediately recognisable by having a blue kite-shaped label, usually bearing only a handwritten W' (Fig.  1 ), but sometimes, particularly in material he acquired later, the kite-shaped label is larger and in addition to the W', bears collector and locality data. On Westwood's specimens which bear the yellow numbered rectangles, there are also determination labels with both Mulsant's and Westwood's handwriting (Fig. 1) . These are on thin paper in the form of elongate strips, folded up on the pin. The writing on these thin strips is of the following general form; a number, corresponding to that on the yellow rectangle, is followed by either a generic name or a dash, followed by a specific name, all in Mulsant's handwriting. Superimposed on this in Westwood's handwriting is a generic name over the top of any Mulsant dash, and the original author's name and a page reference to the species description in Mulsant (1850) . On specimens with numbers above 48, the labels are cut rather short, and may have part of the name written by Mulsant missing, although it has been added by Westwood. The reason for these short labels is explained below.
Species from Hope's collection bear, in addition to any locality data, the yellow numbered rectangles, but no Mulsant determination label. Name labels have all been added subsequently by Museum staff, the most recent being Mr Ernest Taylor in June 1947. Where did they obtain the correct names to attach to these specimens? In the library archives amongst Hope's papers there is a numbered list of species names in Mulsant's handwriting; these numbers correspond to those on the yellow rectangular labels. The list takes the following form. The page is divided longitudinally in half and in each half there are 24 numbers on the first page and 25 numbers on the reverse (i.e. 1-24 left half, 25-48 right half, 49-73 left half over the page etc.). There are 25 names on the left half of the first page because there is also a ' 4 bis'. On each half page, there is a number, followed by either a generic name or a dash, followed by a specific name (a dash was used in the place of ditto marks for a list of species in the same genus).
The discovery of this list also explained Westwood's system of labelling. He had cut up Mulsant's numbered list of species names, annotated them and placed each one onto the specimen bearing the appropriately numbered yellow rectangle. It also explained why some of Westwood's labels above the number 48 had the second part of the name cut off, because Mulsant had written on both sides of the paper. As an example, the label on Westwood's specimen of Rodatus carnifex was very short and read ' 60 Rhizobius' in Mulsant's hand, overwritten by 'carnifex Mulsant p1003' in Westwood's hand. On the reverse of the label for species number 36 could be read 'arnifex' in Mulsant's hand, crossed out by Westwood (36 and 60 are back to back on Hope's list). Table 1 gives a verbatim list of names on Hope's list. Table 2 shows a reconstructed list of Mulsant's names for Westwood's specimens. We know that Westwood's list ended at number 64 from the information on the reverse of the labels from the front of the page of Mulsant's list of determinations; the reverse for label number 40 read 'rneti' (i.e. the end of number 64, Bucolusfourneti), while the reverse of numbers 41 and 42 contained only text following the end of the list. Only one Westwood specimen has come to light bearing an intermediate number, ' 46*'. In some cases, the names on the two lists are not the ones used in the final publication. These discrepancies may be due either to slight differences in spelling and typographical errors, or result from Mulsant apparently changing his mind about a species name. Thus there are three unused manuscript names on Hope's list affecting type material from Hope's collection, and a name on one of Westwood's specimens which was used for a different species described from Hope's collection. These names are cross-referenced to their corresponding published names in the footnotes of Tables 1 and 2 , and each is discussed under their respective species headings.
Although the small numbered yellow rectangles seem to be a hallmark of Mulsant's work, not all coccinellid collections determined by Mulsant bear them. It seems fairly clear that many collectors preferred their own handwriting, removing Mulsant's numbers and attaching their own labels (as for example, Buquet's collection in the BMNH). However, Mulsant did not just work on Coccinellidae, and other families of beetles determined by Mulsant may bear coloured rectangles with printed numbers. For example, in the Paris Museum, there are many specimens of Mulsant determined Hydrophilidae with numbered salmon pink rectangles (van Berge Henegouwen pers. comm.). 
ANNOTATED CATALOGUE
The following list is arranged alphabetically by species or variety name. The species heading comprises the original combination, author, date, pagination and type locality. Localities are enclosed within single quotes when they are listed verbatim (as for most of Mulsant's names). The current combination or valid species name follows the heading. For well-known species, especially those which have been treated recently in faunal works by IablokoffKhnzorian (1982) , Gordon (1985) and Pope (1989) , the comments are restricted to the data on the original specimens. In other cases, where the species is poorly known, or the original specimens disagree with the current interpretation, more detailed notes or a description are supplied.
It has been our practice to regard single 'type' specimens as apparently unique syntypes which are subsequently selected as lectotypes. We have restricted the use of the term holotype for specimens of which the original description clearly stated that only a single individual was involved.
Most specimens bear various curation labels, and to save lengthy repetition, full details of these are not quoted. Many of Hope's specimens from the special type collection bear the species name in an unknown hand, pre 1947, followed by a part handwritten and part printed label placed on the specimens by Mr Ernest Taylor. These labels have the specific names neatly handwritten by Taylor, followed by 'Mulsant 1850 Ann. Soc. Agric. Lyon (2)2:' printed, and finally the page number is added by hand. Specimens from the special type collection have a large, rectangular, numbered label, referred to below as a ' TYPE Col:' label, with ' TYPE Hope Dept. Oxford' printed and 'Col: [number] [species name and author]' handwritten. For specimens now in the BMNH, either an accession number or an early British Museum catalogue label number is quoted. The accession number comprises the year followed by the acquisition in that year (numbered consecutively); for example, the accession number [18]57.71 included Buquet's collection of Coccinellidae. Prior to 1837, some species were numbered consecutively in a British Museum catalogue. Hardwicke's named material bears labels (referred to below as early BM catalogue labels) with the specific and author's names followed by the catalogue number. Our own designation and determination labels have been added as appropriate. Except where otherwise stated (BMNH or UCCC), all specimens are in the Hope Entomological Collections.
In the Entomology Library of the BMNH, there are three bound volumes of correspondence and species lists entitled Samouelle Register 1, 2 and 3. These volumes contained some useful information concerning Hardwicke's material, especially the numbers of specimens of each species received.
For some species described in 1850, Mulsant clearly saw specimens from many collections, but would list a few collection names followed by 'etc'. '. Some of these etc's included Hope/Westwood material. There are also specimens in Hope's and Westwood's collections which were given new species names by Mulsant before his work was published, although neither of their collection names were listed in the original descriptions. None of these specimens can be regarded as syntypes, and so are not included in the annotated list. However, the species involved can be deduced from Tables 1 and  2 , and these specimens are available for selection as neotypes if necessary.
It is quite possible that among the named material given to Hope and, to a lesser extent, Westwood by contemporary workers, there were original duplicate specimens which we would nowadays regard as valid syntypes. However, our unfamiliarity with original material studied by these authors leaves such specimens unrecognised, although Tables 1 and 2 at least provide some possibilities. Westwood's specimen fits Mulsant's 'var C', i.e. with spots 5, 3 and 4 joined, as well as 1 and 2. The 6th abdominal sternite is deeply notched. This differs from Dieke's (1947: 121) interpretation of E alternans, but fits his interpretation of E. grayi. Bielawski (1961: 387) examined a male syntype from Germar et Schaum in the Deutschen Entomologischen Institut in Eberswalde, and figured its genitalia, noting their close similarity to the figures which Kapur (1958) illustrated for E. grayi Mulsant. He didn't comment on the females. The female paralectotype of E. grayi (see below) has the 6th sternite entire, not notched as in Westwood's syntype of E. alternans. Gordon (1987: 9) did not select a lectotype from the Crotch collection, and we have refrained from doing so, preferring to wait, as did Bielawski (1961) , until a detailed revision is undertaken with a more adequate series of specimens. Gordon (1987: 19) lists 5 specimens from Crotch's collection, but does not select a lectotype. This is a very distinctive species which seems to have been correctly interpreted by subsequent authors. Timberlake (1943: 57) placed it in a new genus Spilocaria, but this name was treated as a subgenus of Lemnia by lablokoff- Khnzorian (1979: 62) and as a synonym of it by Iablokoff-Khnzorian (1982: 218) . Lemnia was in turn treated as a synonym of Coelophora by Pope (1989: 662) Gordon (1976: 270) . In view of the specimens incorrect determination label and our lack of familiarity with the North American scymnine fauna, we have refrained from selecting it as the lectotype of Scymnus brullei. Mulsant's manuscript list of Hope's material records number 122 as 'russulus', but this was not used in the final publication. However, it is more than likely that these specimens are the ones referred to by Mulsant under the name E. childreni, so they are accepted as paralectotypes. Gordon (1985) , in his coverage of the North American Coccinellidae, treated E. childreni as a distinct species, and not a variety or subspecies of the more widespread E. marginipennis (LeConte), but he didn't select a lectotype. (Mulsant) are similar, but they lack the microsculpture on the dorsal surface. Pope (1989) treated Lemnia as a synonym of Coelophora, following Crotch (1874: 148 The numbered yellow label is missing from Westwood's specimen. Since Hope was not actually listed in the original description, we have excluded his material from the syntype series, although it is listed above as other material because it had been previously labelled as a type. Gordon (1987: 24) recorded 14 specimens from Crotch's collection, some of which ought to be syntypes. A lectotype should be selected from the Dejean collection. The original Westwood labels and mounts have been lost, but we know that the species was number 49 on Mulsant's original list of Westwood's material because part of the name remains on the reverse of the label for species number 25, Brachiacantha westwoodii (q.v.). The data labels quoted above belonged to Scymnus curtisii Mulsant from Hope's collection. However, the carded specimen is not S. curtisii, but is an example of S. constrictus. The specimen has an old pin hole through the right elytron showing that it has been remounted from its original pin. There is some possibility that it could be an original syntype that has been remounted onto the wrong set of data labels. S. constrictus was recently redescribed and its genitalia figured by Chazeau et al. (1974 The species was redescribed by Gordon (1975) , and both paralectotypes appear to be correctly identified. Mulsant (1846: 215) remarks that this species was described from numerous examples from Berlin, sent to him by Dohrn (misspelt as Dorhn) and Schaum, and so it is quite likely that Westwood's four specimens came from part of the original syntype series.
Although Mulsant (1846: 213) proposed the new name Nomius, he corrected this to Novius on the fourth page of the 'Addenda et Errata', which was apparently issued at the same time as the original work, but was not paginated. The label number 117 undoubtedly refers to S. curtisii as shown by Mulsant's list of Hope's species (Table 1) , but the specimen above the label clearly does not fit the original description and is an example of S. constrictus Mulsant (q.v.) . This specimen is carded, but has an old pin hole through the right elytron showing that it has been remounted at some time, and, presumably, placed onto the wrong set of data labels. It must be assumed that the original syntype of S. curtisii has been lost, but the original description and locality suggest that a normallycoloured example of S. nubilus was involved. According to Samouelle's Register, two Hardwicke specimens were originally registered, and both are extant. The lectotype is in good condition, but the BMNH paralectotype is damaged, having lost its head and pronotum.
Hope (1831) originally published the specific name as 12 spilota, and although most authors have followed Crotch (1874: 178) and referred to it as dodecaspilota, Mulsant (1850: 236) referred to it as duodecimspilota. The species was transferred to its current genus by Iablokoff-Khnzorian (1979: 44, caption to figure), although he misquoted the specific name on page 63 as dodecastigma. Kapur (1967: 150) used the name Epilachna dodecastigma (Wiedemann), for the species known in this paper as E. pusillanima Mulsant, presumably based on the Westwood specimen (see above, other material) which he had dissected in 1959 (the abdomen was dissected and mounted between two coverslips and is pinned below the specimen). However, as noted by Kapur, the Westwood specimen has no syntypic status, and, therefore, ought not to have been used as a basis for interpreting Wiedemann's name. The sexes in this species can be separated easily because the fifth visible abdominal sternite is truncate in the male but very deeply notched in the female. The species was redescribed and figured by Dieke (1947) .
Although Mulsant had clearly intended to call this species E. endecasticta (as is obvious from his manuscript lists, correction (Mulsant 1853: 245) and the note under the succeeding species, E. compilata (Mulsant 1850: 771) ), the original misspelt name has been used ever since and should stand. Hope's specimen is labelled as coming from Mexico, which is almost certainly in error. Some specimens of other species in Hope's collection are labelled ' Mex', also apparently erroneously. There is no reason not to accept Hope's specimen as an original syntype, since its yellow rectangle bears the appropriate number for the name on Mulsant's manuscript list. The lectotype has the left side of the pronotum deformed.
In the original description, Mulsant used the combination Chnoodes fallax, but on p. 1043 he indicated that C. fallax and four other named species should be placed under the name Dapolia. However, in his ' Tableau Methodique' (p. 1099), it is clear that he intended Dapolia to be a subgenus of Chnoodes. Crotch (1874: 287) Since Mulsant failed to include details of the collections from which the species was described, the ICZN rules allow for circumstantial evidence to be used in selecting syntypes. As Gordon (1987) has already selected a lectotype, the Hope and BMNH syntypes are treated as paralectotypes.
In the original description, Mulsant hinted that this species was just a variety of N. norrisii. He synonymised N. fasciolata and some other species names as varieties of N. norrisii in his Monographie (Mulsant 1866: 208 Dieke's (1947) interpretation of this species was incorrect (see also E. alternans above). The second paralectotype has had the fifth sternite damaged by previous dissection, but is probably also entire. The latter specimen is accepted as a paralectotype because it was in the collections when Mulsant visited the British Museum, and because Adam White had labelled some, but not all, of the specimens determined by Mulsant. Kapur (1958: 314) illustrated a specimen of E. grayi with an extensive black area on the pronotum; in the type series, the pronotum possesses a small black discal spot. This specimen was the only one found among Hope's material which fitted the original description, and the number in Mulsant's handwriting corresponded to that on his manuscript list of Hope's material. The holotype of Ballida brahamae also has a hand-written number, rather than the usual number printed on a yellow rectangle. The female genitalia of the lectotype are shown in Fig. 2 . This specimen was matched to BMNH material from Malaysia (Kuala Lumpur, Sarawak and Sabah). The male genitalia (Figs. 3-5 This species is not a variety of E. vigintioctopunctata (Fabricius) as listed by Crotch (1874: 87) , but comes close to E. pusillanima Mulsant. The female genital coxites of the lectotype were dissected out by Kapur, and these are very similar to those of E. pusillanima. However, it differs from the latter by having the elytra more rounded and less produced apically, the sutural angles are less broadly rounded and the sides of the elytra are straight declivous, without the weak lateral explanation or 'gutter'. It is similarly differentiated from E. septima Dieke, which has very different female genital coxites. The lectotype has been matched with two specimens in BMNH, also from southern India. We have examined a female paralectotype from Westermann's collection, but this is not conspecific. Westermann's specimen appears to be E. septima Dieke, but it was not dissected to confirm this. Kapur (1959) This common and well-known Central American species was figured in Gorham (1887 Gorham ( -1899 and also briefly redescribed by Gordon (1985) . Gordon (1985: 599) refers to a paralectotype in BMNH, but this is incorrect, since the specimen in question came from Buquet's collection, which was not listed in the original description.
Scymnus levaillanti Mulsant, 1850: 964 'la Sicile (collect. Westwood)'
Scymnus levaillanti Mulsant
No specimens bearing any labels indicating this name could be found, nor could any specimens fitting the original description be located. It must therefore be assumed that the original material has been lost. The only number remaining unaccounted for on our reconstructed list of Westwood's material is 48, and it is more than likely that this should belong to S. levaillanti, falling as it does in the same species sequence as used by Mulsant (1850) . Some other specimens of Scymninae from Westwood's collection bear labels such as 'Sicily Melly'; it may just be possible that topotypical specimens fitting the original description of S. levaillanti could be found in Melly's collection. The current interpretation of S. levaillanti, as a species in the Scymnus (s. s.) nubilusl morelleti complex, is surely incorrect. In the original description, Mulsant placed S. levaillanti in his subgenus Nephus, and referred to its oblong shape, and nonsinuate base of the pronotum; none of these characters fit the current interpretation, quite apart from the obvious differences in colouration. Gorham (1894: 192) referred to this species, mentioning a specimen from Brazil in Crotch's collection. If this specimen is conspecific with the lectotype, it may indicate that Hope's specimen is incorrectly labelled (see also, for example, the notes under Chnoodes fallax). This would help to explain why H. levrati has not been found again in Central America. Gordon (1985: 459) referred specimens from the southern United States bordering Mexico to this species, but this is incorrect, because the lectotype matches neither his illustration, nor the two specimens in the BMNH referred to as 'types' by him. These latter two specimens cannot be syntypes because the number on the specimen with any data shows that it was given to Waterhouse by Deyrolle, who was not listed in the original description. Dupont's material should be in the Sicard collection in Paris.
Compared with Gordon's interpretation, the lectotype is of a much larger species, the yellow spots are larger, and the humeral and mid-lateral yellow spots are distinct from the edges of the elytra; the apical spot alone reaches the margin. Kapur (1958) , its genitalia are described and figured by Miyatake (1967) , and it is redescribed in detail by Bielawski (1979 The species has been redescribed by IablokoffKhnzorian (1982) and Pope (1989 The lectotype is in poor condition; it was originally pinned, but is now carded, having been previously dissected rather crudely. It is rather pale and slightly teneral and the markings on the pronotum are very indistinct. Except for the spot on the humeral callus, the other elytral markings are very pale.
Although Mulsant (1850: 174) refers to 'Coccinellapunctella, Hope, in collect.' after his diagnosis, the label on the lectotype reads 'punctatus'. The species is also known from Grenada and the Grenadines in the Windward Islands (specimens in BMNH). Hope's specimen appears to be conspecific with the lectotype which was redescribed and figured by Li & Cook (1961) . The BMNH paralectotype, which was dissected by Kapur, is not conspecific, but is a specimen of E. vigintioctopunctata (Fabricius). This is a widely distributed oriental species and is also known from the Indian subcontinent, where it was redescribed by Kapur (1967) When the Hardwicke material was received at the British Museum, there were no specimens labelled 15 maculata, as this name does not appear in any of the catalogues of the time, presumably because the labels had fallen off. All the other Hope (1831) coccinellid names are represented by Hardwicke specimens in BMNH, and Hope retained only duplicate specimens. In this case however, the lectotype is selected from one of Hope's retained specimens, although the BMNH Hardwicke specimen matching the lectotype is accepted as a paralectotype. Crotch (1874: 122) synonymised this and the next species name, but the synonymy with H. dimidiata was established by Sicard (1913) Three specimens of this species name were originally received from Hardwicke according to Samouelle's Register, but only two remain. It is, however, more than likely that the third specimen is the paralectotype of Coccinella quindecimmaculata referred to immediately above (which see for synonymy).
Hope's original description stated that the pronotum was immaculate, whereas that of the lectotype has two very faint marks. In addition, the lectotype lacks the small black spots near the sutural angle. Although the female BMNH paralectotype fits the original description slightly better than the male lectotype, the latter specimen bears the early catalogue label. Although Samouelle's Register lists three specimens of this species, there are currently nine Hardwicke specimens in the BMNH. Perhaps the three specimens recorded were from Hardwicke's main collection drawers and the other six came from his duplicates. It is unlikely that Hope would have kept six specimens and only returned three to Hardwicke. For this reason, all Hardwicke's specimens are regarded as original syntypes. Some of the paralectotypes in BMNH bear small labels with printed numbers, of no known significance. The Oxford specimen without data had the same kind of pin and style of mounting as the rest of the type series.
The species was redescribed and its genitalia figured by Kapur (1956) and Nagaraja & Hussainy (1967 Iablokoff-Khnzorian (1982) considered the former as a distinct genus, Pope (1989) considered it as a synonym of Coelophora.
Although neither of the paralectotypes now carries Mulsant's yellow numbered label, we assume that it was present on the first paralectotype when E. Taylor originally identified the specimen as a syntype and added his ' TYPE Col: ' label. In addition, there are eleven old specimens of this species without data from Hope's collection. The specimen is in poor condition, having previously been glued back together onto its card mount. However, it is readily recognisable, and shows that the interpretation of the species by Greathead & Pope (1977) was correct. Mulsant (1850: 456) recorded the species as 'Chilocorus sardgei, Hope, in collect: after his diagnosis, a slight misinterpretation of Hope's original label. The lectotype was originally pinned through the right elytron, but is now carded, unfortunately minus its abdomen. It fits the original description and size well. The species is very similar to Afidentula manderstjernae (Mulsant) , with which it was mixed in the BMNH series and by Kapur (1958) . A. stephensi may be separated from A. manderstjernae as follows:-dark spot near elytral apex present, spot 1 on suture immediately behind scutellum, sutural angles of elytra almost right angled, lateral elytral bead very thick and gutter well developed, male genitalia smaller (Figs. 6-9) (based on a specimen from Gori Valley, Kumaon, 7000 ft, N. India). In A. manderstjernae (as interpreted by Kapur (1958) ), the elytra lack a dark subapical spot, spot 1 does not reach the suture, the sutural angles are somewhat produced and rounded apically but with a small denticle at the suture, the lateral elytral bead is much narrower and the gutter is less developed, and the male genitalia are larger.
Crotch (1874: 81) referred stephensi to 11-spilota Hope, but this was clearly incorrect and Korschefsky (1931: 31) listed it as a valid species. Dieke (1947) added to Crotch's confusion and IablokoffKhnzorian (1972: 169) mistakenly claimed that the type was in the Motschulsky collection (this latter specimen may well have been determined subsequently by Mulsant since he described Epilachna manderstjernae in 1853 from Motschulsky's collection). Kapur's (1958) interpretation of A. manderstjernae was based on a mixed series of manderstjernae and stephensi, because, of the four specimens returned to the BMNH, two can now be referred to Figs. 6-9. Male genitalia of Afidentula stephensi (Mulsant): (6) median lobe, parameres, trabes, ventral view; (7) same, lateral view; (8) sipho; (9) siphonal apex. (Scale marker = 0.25 mm, Figs. 6-9; 125 jim, Fig. 9) each species. Kapur's (1958) figures 7e and 7f appear to be stephensi and not manderstjernae. While the male genitalia figured for A. manderstjernae by Dieke (1947) and Pang & Mao (1979) appear identical, they both differ slightly from those of Kapur (1958) . Kapur (1958: 324) erected his new genus Afidentula, with A. manderstjernae as the type species, and, in addition to the distinguishing characters originally quoted, the lack of apical tibial spurs supports the separation of these small, rather convex species from the genus Epilachna, even in its broad sense. The interpretation of this and similar species by Gorham (1895) was rather confused, as a comparison of the BCA material in BMNH and the lectotype showed. Of the four specimens referred to by Gorham (1895: 214) under the name E. stevensi, the two remaining in the BMNH are not conspecific with the lectotype, but are similar to the larger E. fucosa Mulsant. The lectotype was, however, matched with two specimens from Puebla, standing over the name Chnoodes sanguinipes (Crotch) sensu Gorham (1895: 215 Considerable confusion has surrounded this name in the past, because none of the three original syntypes so far located are conspecific. Samouelle's Register lists three specimens of C 11-spilota as received by the British Museum, but only two have been located. Hope's original short description refers to the pronotum as 'margine testaceo', and this character is found only in the lectotype. Mulsant (1850: 799) based his redescription on the single specimen shown to him by Hope, but this did not fit Hope's original description. This specimen, here accepted as a paralectotype, is an example of Afissula rana Kapur. Although Mulsant refers to 'I'exemplaire typique...' after his diagnosis, we do not accept this as an adequate lectotype designation. Crotch (1874: 81) noticed the discrepancy, and gave a short redescription based on the lectotype (he considered this specimen in the British Museum to be the type), although he incorrectly included Epilachna stephensi Mulsant as a synonym. Dieke (1947: 138) again pointed out the discrepancy, and he questioned Crotch's redescription, which was in fact correct. However, Dieke added to the confusion by redescribing under this name specimens of yet another species related to or possibly the same as E. flavicollis (Thunberg). In this, he seems to have been following, but did not acknowledge, Mader (1927) , who used the name Solanophila hendecaspilota (Hope) . Although Mader used the Greek rather than the Latin stem for the number eleven, his redescription is still based on a misidentification. Kapur (1958: 322) again referred to the confusion between the BMNH and the Oxford specimens. He described a new genus and species, Afissula rana, to which the Oxford paralectotype belongs. He also illustrated the lectotype (Kapur's figure 5b), referring to it as 'the type' in his discussion following the description of A. rana. Whether or not future authors will accredit the first valid lectotype designation to the present authors or to Kapur (1958) , there is no doubt that it is the same specimen to which Crotch also referred.
The pale yellow lateral margins of the pronotum of the lectotype, contrasting with the dull red background colour of the elytra do fit Hope's original description. The male genitalia are shown in Figs. 10-12. Bielawski (1979: 105) redescribed the species correctly, following Kapur, and figured the female genital coxites. Epilachna tridecimmaculata Pang & Mao is almost certainly a junior synonym, although we haven't examined their holotype. The generic placement of the species is not certain. It could be placed in Afissula, as it possesses the elongate antennae and general form of A. rana, but it differs from the latter by possessing bifid tarsal claws, the inner tooth of which is inwardly curved and much broader than the outer.
The second paralectotype, accepted here as the second of the three Hardwicke specimens to arrive at the British Museum, represents a third, and to us, unrecognised species. Dissection of conspecific male specimens from BMNH shows that C uniramosa and C vulnerata are just colour forms of the same species. C. vulnerata is here chosen as the valid species name because it appears to represent the slightly more common colour form, although both are rare in collections. Samouelle's Register records two specimens as received from Hardwicke, and both are extant. There appear to be no further specimens in Hope's collection. The species was unknown to Mulsant (1850) and Crotch (1874: 145) gave a brief and partially inaccurate redescription.
Dissection of conspecific specimens in BMNH shows that Mulsant's species and Crotch's three species, represented by the lectotype in UCCC (Gordon 1987) and by apparently unique syntypes in BMNH respectively, are all colour forms of a single species, which therefore fall in synonymy with C. vulnerata (Hope) This species has not been recognised since its original description, probably because Mulsant failed to indicate from whence it came. However, the locality datum on the specimen shows that it originated from Tasmania. It belongs in the group of small species resembling R. pulcher Blackburn and R. alphabeticus Lea.
According to Smith (1986) Gordon (1976) .
